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initiating point of height and then declining, to be followed by a 
new wave, and each of superior structure than the preceding. Each 
wave of life, in fact, has been forced down by the succeeding 
and superior one, until now the human wave has risen and is 
forcibly breaking down that which last preceded it. 
(To be continued.) 
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DR. D. E. SALMON'S CLAIMS RESPECTING THE DIS- 
COVERY OF THE GERM OF SWINE-PLAGUE. 

BY H. J. DETMERS. 

IN No. 5 3 of vol. in, of Science, pages 155 and fol., appeared an 
article by Dr. D. E. Salmon, in which he claims priority in the 
discovery of the cause of swine-plague with reference to my own 
researches. Since my claims, recently admitted by Pasteur, and 
in 1880 by the professors of the Royal Veterinary School at 
Berlin (see page 464 and 465 of the Archiv fur wissenschaft- 
liche und practische Thierheilkunde, vol. vi, part 6), are thus di- 
rectly disputed, it is incumbent upon me to vindicate them. That 
Dr. Klein discovered in 1876 microorganisms in the carcasses of 
hogs that had died of swine-plague, I have nowhere disputed ; 
neither have I expressed any doubt that Dr. Klein may have seen 
the very micrococci which constitute the cause of the disease. In 
fact, I have never seen Dr. Klein's report. Only brief extracts of 
the same have ever come to my knowledge, from which, how- 
ever, I have not been able to learn that Dr. Klein demonstrated 
the causal connection of these bacteria with the disease. This 
proof, absolutely necessary in order to show the parasitic nature 
of the disease, I was the first to furnish. In special report No. 
12, and in the annual report for 1878, of the commissioner of 
agriculture, can be found a detailed account of my researches. 
In these I discovered a specific microorganism in the fluids, mor- 
bidly affected tissues, and morbid products of the diseased ani- 
mals, as well when killed by bleeding, as also in the perfectly 
fresh carcasses of those that had died of the disease. These 
bacteria were cultivated outside of the animal body, in innocent 
media, such as milk, mutton broth, and other fluids (see page 37 
of the commissioner's special report No. 12, or page 347 of his 
annual report for 1878). 

An inoculation with the bacteria, thus cultivated, reproduced 



1 102 Dr. D. E. Salmon's Claims respecting the [November, 

the disease in due time in healthy pigs (see history of experi- 
mental pig C on pages 37, 38 and 39, or pages 347 and 348 ot 
said reports). The quantity of bacteria employed in infecting 
the sterilized culture-fluids was so small, compared with the bulk 
of the latter, as to render them harmless by dilution, had the bac- 
teria not multiplied in the flasks. After three days' (from Sept. 
23d to Sept. 26th, 1878) cultivation the fluids swarmed with the 
identical bacteria with which they had been infected, while no 
others could be found by close and searching microscopical ex- 
amination. Staining fluids, it is true, were at that time, Septem- 
ber, 1878, not employed, but even should these cultures have been 
contaminated to a minimal extent, the validity of the proof that 
they reproduced the disease would thereby not be affected. 
Moreover, I have given abundant proof in my reports that a 
vegetation of putrefaction bacteria, the very ones most likely to 
intrude into a culture fluid, destroys, if taking place in the same 
medium, the pathogenic properties of the swine-plague bacteria, 
a fact admitted by Dr. Salmon himself in his later reports. As 
the disease produced by inoculation with an exceedingly small 
quantity of the cultivated material was typical swine-plague, a 
more decisive proof of the bacteritic nature of that disease can- 
not be furnished. Still, although further proof is not really 
needed, I may yet mention that an inoculation with blood serum 
from diseased lungs, after it had been freed from the swine-plague 
bacteria, remained ineffective, notwithstanding that every inocu- 
lation with the same material, if not freed from swine-plague 
bacteria, invariably took effect (see history of experimental pig 
A, inoculated Oct. 14th, 1878, pages 38 and 39 of special report 
No. 12, and pages 348 and 349 of the annual report for 1878). 
But, while I will not relinquish my claim of being the first who 
has proven the bacteritic nature of swine-plague, I can readily 
admit any mistake in the description of the bacterium. The in- 
sufficient instrument then at my command, a small Hartnack 
stand, and three Hartnack objectives, a No. 2, a No. 5, and a 
No. 8, made the coccus-chains appear like moniliform (serrated) 
rods. Hence my error in naming them bacilli. Although I have 
since corrected this mistake in the nomenclature in my report ot 
February 28th, 1880 (see page 60 of special report No. 22, or 
page 412 and fol. of the commissioner's annual report for 1879), 
frequent repetition of my observations has not forced me to con- 
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sider anything wrong in my first description beyond the drawings 
of the bacteria. Better lenses, afterwards employed, easily re- 
solved the apparently moniliform rods into coccus-chains. The 
same reports of the commissioner, which contain the results of 
my first researches, also contain Dr. Salmon's first observations 
on swine-plague, in which he does not make a single reference to 
bacteria as the cause of the disease. 

In the following reports, special report No. 22, and annual re- 
port for 1879, I corrected my mistake as to the appearance and 
the naming of the parasites ; while the subsequent report of the 
commissioner, special report No. 34, or annual report for 1880, 
which was published a year later, or two years after I had proved 
swine-plague to be a bacteritic disease, contains the first account 
of Dr. Salmon's observations in regard to swine-plague bacteria. 
However ingenious his methods were, however exactly he copied 
Pasteur's method of experimentation, his results are nowise in 
advance of mine, published respectively one and two years earlier. 
I can safely let the reader estimate the value of his and my claims 
of priority. In my various drawings I have tried to represent 
what I actually saw in the fluids, morbid tissues, etc., of the ani- 
mals, and hence have shown different forms of the bacteria, among 
them Billroth's helobacteria. I have not seen these forms in my 
-cultures, neither have I ever said that the same were proven to be 
related to the disease, however likely that may be. On pages 61 
and 62 of special report No. 22, or the corresponding pages of 
annual report for 1879, after quoting from Billroth, I remark: 
" As nearly all these various changes and formations have been 
repeatedly observed, it may be that these club-shaped formations 
or helobacteria of Billroth, which I was inclined to look upon as 
foreign to the disease, are only a higher development, or another 
form of the swine-plague Schizomycetes." 

Dr. Salmon's insinuations have no foundation whatever, and 
his accusations that I have confounded the true parasites (diplo- 
cocci) of swine-plague with other bacteria cannot be substantiated 
from my writings. 

Chicago, III., March 20th, 1884. 



